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Abstract Aortic stenosis (AS) is the most common prima-
ry valve disorder in the elderly with an increasing preva-
lence. It is increasingly clear that it is also a disease of the
left ventricle (LV) rather than purely the aortic valve. The
transition from left ventricular hypertrophy to fibrosis re-
sults in the eventual adverse effects on systolic and diastol-
ic function. Appropriate selection of patients for aortic
valve intervention is crucial, and current guidelines recom-
mend aortic valve replacement in severe AS with symp-
toms or in asymptomatic patients with left ventricular
ejection fraction (LVEF) <50 %. LVEF is not a sensitive
marker and there are o ther parameters used in
multimodality imaging techniques, including longitudinal
strain, exercise stress echo and cardiac MRI that may assist
in detecting subclinical and subtle LV dysfunction. These
findings offer potentially better ways to evaluate patients,
time surgery, predict recovery and potentially offer targets
for specific therapies. This article outlines the pathophysi-
ology behind the LV response to aortic stenosis and the role
of advanced multimodality imaging in describing it.
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Introduction
Aortic stenosis (AS) is the most common left-sided valve le-
sion [1], and moderate or severe AS affects more than one in
eight people over 75 [2]. Current indications for aortic valve
replacement are based around the severity of stenosis, or in
asymptomatic patients with evidence for left ventricular com-
promise (ejection fraction (LVEF) < 50 %). Aortic interven-
tion is also indicated for those who exhibit symptoms during
exercise or who are undergoing cardiac surgery for other in-
dications [3••, 4]. Historically, the majority of patients with
severe AS receiving aortic valve replacement exhibited a high
transvalvular gradient, with variable left ventricular hypertro-
phy and normal or reduced LVEF. Populations with lower
gradient yet still severe aortic stenosis are increasingly
recognised in situations of low flow either characterised by
an impaired ejection fraction (classical low flow-low gradient
aortic stenosis) or a normal ejection fraction (paradoxical low
flow-low gradient aortic stenosis) [5]. The previous assump-
tion has been that patients progress from normal systolic func-
tion and high gradients through to impaired function and low
flow, hence low gradients. This is now considered to be at
best an oversimplification and at worst erroneous as the
development of these ultimate severe AS phenotypes ap-
pears to follow different antecedent pathological pathways
[6]. This illustrates that this disease is highly dependent on
the responses of the myocardium and vasculature [7–9].
This response is complex and consists of a combination
of wall thickening, change in cavity size and fibrosis, with
the associated effects on systolic and diastolic function
[10]. This is further complicated by comorbidity associated
with progressive ageing, in particular coronary artery dis-
ease, hypertension, diabetes and the progressive decreases
the compliance of the vascular bed.
Classical Aortic Stenosis
In classical aortic stenosis, a longstanding increase in global
LVafterload results in concentric LV hypertrophy [11] and an
elevation of end-diastolic pressure [12]. This hypertrophy is
the main compensatory mechanism in the early phase of the
disease, limiting wall stress and maintaining normal endocar-
dial shortening [13] by offsetting the raised intracavity pres-
sure [10]. Cardiac output and LV filling pressures may remain
within normal limits despite very high pressures. This is
characterised by a slow increase in transvalvular gradient until
finally flow drops and the gradient start to reduce. The chang-
es in the extracellular collagen matrix and a decrease in myo-
cardial perfusion pressure eventually lead to subendocardial
ischaemia [14], resulting in myocardial apoptosis and fibrosis
[11]. In addition, many factors including age [15], sex [16],
genetic factors, hypertension and the presence of coronary
artery disease influence ventricular behaviour and remodel-
ling. The additive effect of concomitant systemic hypertension
leads to a significant increase in left ventricular systolic wall
stress, which further increases the global afterload. The result
is further impairment of myocardial function leading to re-
duced survival [17] with increased perioperative complica-
tions and mortality [18, 19].
Non-classical Aortic Stenosis Progression
This description with the progression of severe aortic stenosis
through compensatory mechanisms resulting in a high gradi-
ent followed by left ventricular failure resulting in a reduction
in gradient is attractive but unfortunately does not describe the
majority of patients destined to develop severe AS with a low
transvalvular gradient, whether or not the ejection fraction is
preserved or impaired. A proportion of such patients demon-
strate excessive left ventricular hypertrophy [20]. Dahl et al.
demonstrated that in patients with LFLGAS (low flow, low
gradient aortic stenosis), only 5 % had evidence of previous
high gradient disease. In these patients with LFLGAS, there
was a gradual increase in wall thickness, reduction in end
diastolic diameter and small reduction in EF, over a 5-year
follow-up period. The results suggest that LFLG AS with
preserved LVEF is not an end-stage high-gradient disease
but a separate entity characterised in part by progressive mal-
adaptive LV remodelling [21]. The pathology that defines
which way the disease will request remains to be fully
described.
Factors Affecting the Left Ventricular Response
to AS
When the limit of sarcomere extension and diastolic stiff-
ness is reached, the Badaptive^ mechanisms to pressure
overload are exceeded. The left ventricle becomes unable
to maintain a normal stroke volume in the setting of limited
preload reserve, a condition known as Bafterload mis-
match^. The afterload mismatch state definition, however,
implies that myocardial contractility is not depressed and
that LV size and function will recover, once the valvular
obstruction is relieved [22]. A potential underlying mech-
anism involving the transition from left ventricular
hypertrophy/high afterload states to heart failure is the in-
crease in LV filling pressure leading to increased left atrial
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wall tension and myocyte stretch. In imaging, this is ob-
served by deterioration in diastolic properties that improve
after correction of the obstruction [23] which is closely
related to clinical outcome [24]. The magnitude and chro-
nicity of the increased LV filling pressure are associated
with an increase in left atrial size [25], which has been
shown to predict postoperative symptomatic improvement
[26] and subsequent prognosis [27]. This process results in
fibrosis, apoptosis and, in turn, atrial enlargement [28].
The amount of myocardial fibrosis and myocardial degen-
eration affects systolic and diastolic function [11, 29] and
appears to have a significant effect on clinical status and
long-term survival after aortic valve replacement [30], sug-
gesting at least partially irreversible remodelling.
Patterns of Remodelling
The ventricular hypertrophic adaptation follows four well-
recognised mechanistic patterns: normal ventricular ge-
ometry, concentric remodelling, concentric hypertrophy
and eccentric hypertrophy [31]. Concentric remodelling
is defined by a normal left ventricular mass and an in-
creased relative wall thickness and concentric hypertrophy
by a combination of left ventricular hypertrophy and in-
creased relative wall thickness [10]. There is evidence to
suggest that adaptive remodelling becomes maladaptive
with increasing LV hypertrophy and consequent myocar-
dial fibrosis. A study by Cioffi et al. showed that over
10 % of patients with asymptomatic severe AS exhibited
inappropriate left ventricular hypertrophy (LVH) and
these patients had a 4.5-fold higher risk of death, aortic
valve replacement (AVR) or hospital admission [20].
Echocardiographic studies, however, have also demon-
strated that 10–20 % of patients with aortic stenosis do
not have left ventricular hypertrophy [32, 33]. The sever-
ity of AS has been shown to be unrelated to the pattern of
hypertrophy, supporting the multifactorial nature of LV
remodelling [34]. In LFLGAS, longitudinal myocardial
shortening is affected to a larger extent due to a more
advanced fibrosis in the subendocardial layer, where the
fibres are oriented longitudinally [35, 36]. It is associated
with concomitant systemic hypertension in around 77 %
of patients [37], which may induce a low flow state de-
spite normal LV ejection fraction. The LV therefore faces
a double afterload due to the valvular load due to the AS
and an arterial load, as a consequence of reduced arterial
compliance. Paradoxical (preserved EF) low flow low
gradient AS is characterised by a restrictive physiology,
more pronounced LV remodelling and myocardial fibrosis
contributing to a reduction in size, compliance and filling
of the LV [5, 38]. The advanced fibrosis in the subendo-
cardial layer is associated with a reduction in longitudinal
shortening. These patients have a worse prognosis than
those with moderate AS or normal flow severe AS [17,
39]. The prognosis of these patients is also worse if treat-
ed medically rather than surgically. A study by Barash
found a 2-fold increase in mortality and an almost 50 %
lower referral rate for AVR in the low gradient AS com-
pared to the high gradient AS group [40]. Hachicha et al.
studied the data of 512 patients with severe aortic stenosis
and found that compared with normal flow aortic stenosis,
the overall 3-year survival was lower in patients with low
flow AS [17].
The Role of Advanced Imaging
Defining Severe AS
For the purposes of patient care severe, AS is usually defined
as a calculated aortic valve area of <1.0 cm2 (or <0.65/m2)
corroborated by a peak aortic jet velocity of >4.0 m/s and a
mean transvalvular pressure gradient of >40 mmHg [3••, 4].
The classification of stenotic severity is not always so straight-
forward, and the echocardiographic findings are discordant in
one in three patients [41, 42], the most frequent being a valve
area in the severe range with a low mean gradient <40 mmHg,
suggesting a lesser severity of AS. Here, a distinction needs to
be made between those with low flow (conventionally consid-
ered <35 mls/m2) and frequently low ejection fraction, and
those with normal flow, in whom measurement inaccuracy
or the inherent discordance between a mean gradient of
40 mmHg and a valve area of 1.0 cm2, are the more likely
explanations. Ensuring the correct definition of severe AS
remains an important challenge both clinically and also in
critical evaluation of the literature [43].
Transthoracic Echocardiography
Transthoracic echocardiographic assessment includes mea-
sures of AS severity, LV function and LV wall thickness,
and cavity dimensions and ejection fraction should be based
on existing recommendations [44••, 45••]. Parameters describ-
ing aortic stenosis severity include transvalvular velocity and
mean gradient measured from continuous wave Doppler
through the left ventricular outflow tract and aortic valve.
Particular care should be made to interrogate this signal from
multiple positions on the left and right side of the chest: Up to
61 % of patients do not have their highest signal from the
conventional apical position [46]. Both of the measurements
are heavily flow dependent, and a variety of approaches are
employed to correct for this. The principle among these is the
use of the continuity equation to correct for sub-aortic flow.
This provides the calculation for the aortic valve area. It re-
quires a measurement of the left ventricular outflow tract
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(LVOT) areas estimated from its diameter using the equation
[47]. This may be a major source of error as small errors are
squared; furthermore, the LVOT is usually elliptical in severe
AS [48, 49]. The dimensionless index where the ratio of the
sub-aortic and transaortic flow is described attempts to cir-
cumnavigate this [50, 51]. Other measures such as stroke
work loss have been shown to obviate the assessment of
transvalvular flow and appear to be more stable than the
Gorlin valve area in the assessment of stenotic valve lesions
[52–54], and measurement of valvular resistance (the ratio of
transvalvular gradient to flow) has also been proposed as a
valid method for quantification of aortic stenosis severity
[55, 56]. A further Doppler parameter, the energy loss index
(ELI) has been shown to provide independent and incremental
prognostic information than that derived from the convention-
al markers of aortic stenosis severity, in asymptomatic patients
with aortic stenosis [57].
Decreasing flow may be due to an increase in global LV
afterload not only due to the valvular stenosis but also from a
decrease in systemic arterial compliance and/or increased vas-
cular resistance [58, 59]. Assessment of the global LV haemo-
dynamic load by measuring the valvuloarterial impedance
(Zva) was proposed by Pibarot and co-workers [60] and is
defined as the ratio of the estimated LV systolic pressure
(i.e. the sum of the systolic arterial pressure (SAP) and mean
pressure gradient (MPG) to the stroke volume indexed (SVi)
for body surface area [61]. The Zva has been shown to be
superior to the standard parameters of AS severity such as
transvalvular gradients and effective orifice area in predicting
LV dysfunction and clinical outcomes [27, 62, 63].
Dichotomising function using ejection fraction is a major
oversimplification as those with small cavity size (due to ei-
ther habitus or hypertrophy), or significantly impaired long
axis function may also develop low flow. Deformation imag-
ing (strain and strain rate) using speckle-tracking echocardi-
ography has been shown to be more sensitive than LVEF in
detecting myocardial contractility [36, 64]. Two-dimensional
speckle tracking echocardiography (2D-STE) shows the de-
formation of the left ventricular muscle in three directions:
longitudinal, circumferential and radial. Studies in patients
with severe AS and preserved LVEF confirm that the decrease
in LV longitudinal strain [65, 66] predicts events in asymp-
tomatic patients, as well as mortality [67]. Impaired strain
prior to valve replacement predicts worse postoperative out-
come with respect to rehospitalisation for heart failure and
overall mortality [68]. Global longitudinal strain (GLS) ap-
pears to be a more robust parameter in the assessment of
subclinical LV dysfunction. GLS is decreased in AS patients
and is even more affected in severe AS patients as compared
to patients with moderate AS [69, 70]. Patients with LV lon-
gitudinal strain ≤15.9 % have an excess risk of death, symp-
toms or surgery that was more than twice that of patients with
preserved longitudinal function [71]. In asymptomatic
patients with severe AS and preserved LV ejection fraction, a
significant decrease in LV longitudinal strain (especially in the
basal segments) signals a reduced exercise capacity and an
increased risk of cardiac events was observed during follow-
up in patients with lower values of longitudinal strain in the
LV basal segments (below −13%), while a GLS below −18%
predicted an abnormal exercise response with a sensitivity of
68 % and a specificity of 77 % [72].
Further information can be gained by increasing flow
through the valve using low-dose dobutamine stress echo
(DSE) (class IIa indication in managing patients with a re-
duced ejection fraction) [3••, 4]. It is likely that it offers infor-
mation in those with preserved EF, but this is less well
established. The assessment of LV flow reserve during low-
dose DSE has clear prognostic implications in true severe AS
[73, 74]. If a 20% increase in stroke volume is associated with
the development of a gradient of 40 mmHg or a peak velocity
of greater than 4 m/s, with an unchanging valve area, then the
AS is severe and intervention is warranted, while if no flow
recruitment is observed then the outlook from surgery is very
poor. Dobutamine stress echo has a critical role in
distinguishing between Btrue severe^ AS (due to the valve
itself) and pseudosevere AS, which is predominantly due to
myocardial disease. Pseudosevere AS will demonstrate an in-
crease in EOA but relatively little increase in gradient [5].
Those with pseudo severe disease are less likely to show a
favourable response to intervention. The TOPAS study inves-
tigators proposed to calculate the projected (effective orifice
area) EOA that would have occurred at a standardised flow
rate of 250 ml/s, and this new parameter of 1.2 cm2 has been
shown to be more closely related to actual AS severity, im-
pairment of myocardial blood flow, LV flow reserve and sur-
vival than traditional DSE parameters [75, 76].
Myocardial response during exercise may also be useful in
patients with severe ASwho claim to be asymptomatic or who
have equivocal symptoms [11], as is the assessment of
exercise-induced changes in LV systolic function, which can
provide prognostic information in patients with severe AS.
The absence of LV contractile reserve is characterised by the
absence or only small increase in LVEF and is associated with
exercise-induced symptoms and a markedly reduced midterm
cardiac event-free survival [77].
CMR
Two predominant types of myocardial fibrosis mediate the
transition from the initially adaptive hypertrophic response
to decompensation to heart failure. Diffuse or interstitial fibro-
sis reflects the more uniform nature of the condition, whereas
replacement fibrosis occurs later as the disease advances and
is characterised by a more focal distribution [78, 79].
Myocardial biopsy remains the gold standard for validating
myocardial fibrosis but is invasive, susceptible to sampling
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errors and unable to assess the fibrotic burden of the whole
heart. Cardiovascular magnetic resonance (CMR) is the only
non-invasive imaging modality that offers a direct, whole
heart assessment of myocardial fibrosis [80]. Late gadolinium
enhancement (LGE), for direct visualisation and quantifica-
tion of focal replacement fibrosis, and T1 mapping, for
assessing more diffuse patterns of interstitial fibrosis, are the
two approaches commonly used in this context [81].
LGE CMR is the most accurate way to visualise focal
midwall myocardial fibrosis [82, 83], which has been demon-
strated in 19 to 62% of patients with aortic stenosis [84, 85]. It
is mainly found in the subendocardial layer of the LV, and its
degree decreases from the base to the apex [86]. Its presence is
associated with adverse postoperative outcomes, in particular
not only residual symptoms but also mortality in patients un-
dergoing valve replacement [87, 88]. Lee et al. carried out a
prospective study of 118 patients with moderate and severe
AS. They found that patients with left ventricular systolic
dysfunction and LGE on CMR showed adverse structural
and functional remodelling, and in patients with normal LV
ejection fraction, LGE was associated with a stiffer ventricle,
suggesting that LGE CMRmay be useful in detecting subclin-
ical LV dysfunction in these patients [89]. A smaller study
carried out by Park et al. showed that the presence of LGE
had effects on poor improvement of LV filling pressure in
patients with severe AS. They also found that echocardio-
graphic parameters such as tissue Doppler imaging (TDI) E′
were associated with the presence of LGE, suggesting that
they may play a role in predicting long-term outcome and
improvement in LV remodelling after AVR [77]. The degree
of LGE has also been shown to correlate well with the degree
of histological fibrosis in these patients [90].
LGE relies on a difference in signal intensity between nor-
mal and focal regions of myocardial fibrosis and is therefore
not optimal for assessing interstitial fibrosis [91]. Diffuse in-
terstitial fibrosis is more uniformly distributed than focal re-
placement fibrosis and is emerging as a potential treatment
target, due to its reversibility. T1 mapping has emerged as a
novel CMR technique to assess this form of fibrosis [92], by
improving myocardial characterisation through its ability to
quantify signal intensity for each voxel in the myocardium
[93]. Several T1 mapping approaches have been developed
to quantify diffuse fibrosis. Extracellular volume fraction
(ECV), which corrects for blood pool and the plasma gadolin-
ium volume of distribution, offers the best reproducibility and
can predict outcomes as least as strongly as LV ejection frac-
tion [94, 95].
T1 mapping has been studied in patients with aortic steno-
sis, demonstrating the presence of diffuse fibrosis, severity of
aortic stenosis, LV mass and cardiac performance. A study by
Bull et al. showed increased T1 values in patients with severe
AS, with correlation with fibrosis on histology. Symptomatic
patients were more likely to demonstrate increased T1 values
compared to asymptomatic patients [81]. The degree of myo-
cardial fibrosis has also been shown to correlate with symp-
toms and LV function. Patients with severe fibrosis were less
likely to show improvement in symptoms, LV function and
LVH after surgery compared with those patients with mild to
moderate fibrosis [30]. A study by Treibel et al. used T1 map-
ping to investigate and correlate macroscopic and tissue level
patterns of LV remodelling in patients with severe AS (NCT).
They found that patients have differing patterns of remodel-
ling, with both native T1 and ECV correlating with prognostic
markers such as NT-pro-BNP [94].
The measurement of diffuse fibrosis has the potential to
improve therapeutic management in patients with aortic ste-
nosis, which may develop without symptoms or changes in
LV function. A subgroup of patients with severe AS benefit-
ing from early intervention may be identified.
Coexistent Amyloid in Aortic Stenosis
Recent case reports and case series have reported
coexisting cardiac amyloid in patients with severe aortic
stenosis—typically wild-type transthyretin (wtATTR)
[95–97]. Its prevalence and prognostic significance are
currently unknown but require further investigation be-
cause they may influence the management of AS in terms
of decisions surrounding intervention, procedure perfor-
mance and the use of specific amyloid therapies.
Computed Tomography
Cardiac computed tomography is heavily used in the clinical
work-up of patients undergoing transcatheter aortic valve im-
plantation (TAVI) in the assessment of aortic root, the thoracic
aorta and vascular access [98]. There is a strong linear rela-
tionship between the extent of calcification and severity of
aortic stenosis, which is often ignored in general CT chest
reporting [99]. This has been shown to predict the progression
of the condition and is particularly useful when ventricular
function is reduced and stress echocardiography is ambiguous
[100]. It is increasingly likely that calcification quantified by
CT will become a better gold standard for aortic stenosis se-
verity as it correlates very strongly with aortic weight [101].
Inflammation and calcification of the aortic valve are believed
to play a key role in predicting disease progression. Work
using 18F-NaF and 18F-FDG shows that activity of both
tracers is increased in patients with both aortic sclerosis and
stenosis, with a progressive rise in uptake with increasing
disease severity [102].
With regard to the myocardium, the assessment of LV
function and scar imaging by hyper enhancement post-
iodine contrast with cardiac CT is not routinely
established in clinical practice due to a high radiation
dose, but constant technical advances may make this
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modality more attractive in the future. Finally, in parallel
with the CMR T1 mapping technique, ECV can be cal-
culated using equilibrium contrast CT and may be an
attractive addition in patients not able to undergo CMR
[103].
A flow diagram describing the different patterns of ventric-
ular remodelling in aortic stenosis and the role of advanced
imaging is outlined in Fig. 1.
Conclusions
Aortic stenosis is a common lesion but with a complex
phenotype, which can make assessment challenging in
those patients with results that are discordant and/or flow
is reduced. The assessment of left ventricular function by
means of LVEF measurement is not adequate, and more
detailed evaluation of myocardial mechanics, myocardial
remodelling and flow is required to understand the pa-
thology and assess the likely benefit to be gained from
aortic valve intervention. Stress echocardiography, cardi-
ac MRI and PET/CT all provide diagnostic and prognos-
tic information, and an integrated multimodality ap-
proach to evaluation will identify those patients likely
to benefit from aortic valve intervention when the clini-
cal scenario is not clear cut. Follow-up for those with
moderate aortic stenosis needs to be more rigorous as
the previous assumptions that these patients would prog-
ress through the stage of high gradient before left ven-
tricular is erroneous.
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Fig. 1 Flow diagram illustrating the left ventricular effects of aortic stenosis and the role of advanced imaging modalities in their evaluation
80 Page 6 of 9 Curr Cardiol Rep (2016) 18: 80
Human and Animal Rights and Informed Consent This article does
not contain any studies with human or animal subjects performed by any
of the authors.
Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons At t r ibut ion 4 .0 In te rna t ional License (h t tp : / /
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appro-
priate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the
Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.
References
Papers of particular interest, published recently, have been
highlighted as:
•• Of major importance
1. Iung B, Baron G, Butchart EG, et al. A prospective study of
patients with valvular heart disease in Europe: the Euro Heart
Study on Valvular Heart Disease. Eur Heart J. 2003;24(13):1231.
2. Nkomo VT, Gardin JM, Skelton TN, et al. Burden of valvular
heart diseases: a population based study. Lancet. 2006;368:
1005–11.
3.•• Nishimura RA, Otto CM, Bonow RO, et al. AHA/ACCGuideline
on the Management of Patients with Valvular heart Disease. J Am
Coll Cardiol. 2014;63(22):e57–185. These are the up to date
guidelines on the management of valvular heart disease.
4. Vahanian A, Alfieri O, Al-Attar N, et al. Transcatheter valve im-
plantation for patients with aortic stenosis: a position statement
from the European Association of Cardio-Thoracic Surgery
(EACTS) and the European Society of Cardiology (ESC), in col-
laboration with the European Association of Percutaneous
Cardiovascular Interventions (EAPCI). Eur Heart J. 2008;29:
1463–70.
5. Pibarot P, Dumesnil JG. Low flow, low gradient aortic stenosis
with normal and depressed left ventricular ejection fraction. J Am
Coll Cardiol. 2012;60(19):1845–53.
6. Rassi AN, Pibarot P, Elmariah S. Left ventricular remodelling in
aortic stenosis. Canad J Cardiol. 2014;30:1004–11.
7. DweckMR, BoonNA, NewbyDE, et al. Calcific aortic stenosis: a
disease of the valve and myocardium. J Am Coll Cardiol.
2012;60:1854–63.
8. Chin CW, Vassiliou V, Jenkins WS, et al. Markers of left ventric-
ular decompensation in aortic stenosis. Expert Rev Cardiovasc.
2014;12(7):901–12.
9. Rajamannan NM, Bonow RO, Rahimtoola SH. Calcific aortic
stenosis: an update. Nat Clin Pract Cardiovasc Med. 2007;4:
254–62.
10. Chambers J. The left ventricle in aortic stenosis: evidence for the
use of ACE inhibitors. Heart. 2006;92(3):420–3.
11. Hein S, Arnon E, Kostin S, et al. Progression from compensated
hypertrophy to failure in the pressure-overloaded human heart:
structural deterioration and compensatory mechanisms.
Circulation. 2003;107:984–91.
12. Ozkan A, Kapadia S, Tuzcu M, et al. Assessment of left
ventricular function in aortic stenosis. Nat Rev Cardiol.
2011;8:494–501.
13. Delgado V, Ng CTA. Assessment of left ventricular systolic func-
tion in aortic stenosis and prognostic implications. European Heart
Journal Cardiovasc Imaging. 2012;13(10):805–8.
14. Steadman CD, Jerosch-Herold M, Grundy B, et al. Determinants
and functional significance of myocardial perfusion reserve in
severe aortic stenosis. JACC Cardiovasc Imaging. 2012;5:182–9.
15. Salcedo EE, Korzik DH, Currie PJ, et al. Determinants of left
ventricular hypertrophy in aortic valve stenosis. Cleve Clin J
Med. 1989;56:590–6.
16. Carroll JD, Carroll EP, Feldman T, et al. Sex-associated differ-
ences in left ventricular function in aortic stenosis of the elderly.
Circulation. 1992;86:1099–107.
17. Hachicha Z, Dumesnil JG, Bogaty P, Pibarot P. Paradoxical low
flow, low gradient severe aortic stenosis despite preserved ejection
fraction is associated with higher afterload and reduced survival.
Circulation. 2007;115:2856–64.
18. Duncan AI, LoweBS, GarciaMJ, et al. Influence of concentric left
ventricular remodeling on early mortality after aortic valve re-
placement. Ann Thorac Surg. 2008;85:2030–9.
19. Mihaljevic T, Nowicki ER, Rajeswaran J, et al. Survival after
valve replacement for aortic stenosis: implications for decision
making. J Thorac Cardiovasc Surg. 2008;135:1270–8.
20. Cioffi G, Faggiano P, Vizzardi E, et al. Prognostic effect of inap-
propriately high left ventricular mass in asymptomatic severe aor-
tic stenosis. Heart. 2011;97(4):301–7.
21. Dahl JS, Eleid MF, Pislaru SV, et al. Development of paradoxical
low-flow, low gradient severe aortic stenosis. Heart. 2015;101(13):
1015–23.
22. Ross J. Afterload mismatch in aortic and mitral valve disease:
implications for surgical therapy. J Am Coll Cardiol. 1985;5:
811–26.
23. Goncalves A, Marcos-Alberca P, Almeria C, et al. Acute left ven-
tricle diastolic function improvement after transcatheter aortic
valve implantation. Eur J Echocardiogr. 2011;12:790–7.
24. Chang SA, Park PW, Sung K, et al. Non-invasive estimate of left
ventricular filling pressure correlated with early andmidterm post-
operative cardiovascular events after isolated aortic valve replace-
ment in patients with severe aortic stenosis. J Thorac Cardiovasc
Surg. 2010;140:1361–6.
25. Pritchett AM, Jacobsen SJ, Mahoney DW, et al. Left atrial volume
as an index of left atrial size: a population based study. J Am Coll
Cardiol. 2003;41:1036–43.
26. Rossi A, TomainoM, Golia G, et al. Usefulness of left atrial size in
predicting postoperative symptomatic improvement in patients
with aortic stenosis. Am J Cardiol. 2000;86:567–70.
27. Lancelloti P, Donal E, Magne J, et al. Risk stratification in asymp-
tomatic moderate to severe aortic stenosis: the importance of the
valvular, arterial and ventricular interplay. Heart. 2010;96(7):134–
71.
28. Alsaileek AA, Osranek M, Fatema K, et al. Predictive value of
normal left atrial volume in stress echocardiography. J Am Coll
Cardiol. 2006;47:1024–8.
29. Villari B, Vassalli G, Monrad ES, et al. Normalization of diastolic
dysfunction in aortic stenosis later after valve replacement.
Circulation. 1995;91:2353–8.
30. Milano AD, Faggian G, Dodonov M, et al. Prognostic value of
myocardial fibrosis in patients with severe aortic stenosis. J
Thorac Cardiovasc Surg. 2012;144(4):830–7.
31. Ganau A, Devereux RB, RomanMJ, et al. Patterns of left ventric-
ular hypertrophy and geometric remodeling in essential hyperten-
sion. J Am Coll Cardiol. 1992;19:1550–1.
32. Seiler C, Jenni R. Severe aortic stenosis without left ventricular
hypertrophy: prevalence, predictors and short-term follow-up after
aortic valve replacement. Heart. 1996;76:250–5.
33. Canterin-Antonini F, Huang G, Cervesato E, et al. Symptomatic
aortic stenosis. Does systemic hypertension play a role?
Hypertension. 2003;41:1268–72.
34. Dweck MR, Joshi M, Murigu T, et al. Left ventricular remodeling
and hypertrophy in patients with aortic stenosis: insights from
Curr Cardiol Rep (2016) 18: 80 Page 7 of 9 80
cardiovascular magnetic resonance. J Cardiovasc Magn Reson.
2012;14:50.
35. Weidemann F, Hermann S, Stork S, et al. Impact of myocardial
fibrosis in patients with symptomatic severe aortic stenosis.
Circulation. 2009;120(7):577–84.
36. Hermann S, Stork S, Niemann M, et al. Low-gradient aortic valve
stenosis myocardial fibrosis and its influence on function and out-
come. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2011;58:402–12.
37. Tribouilloy C, Rusinaru D, Maréchaux S, et al. Low-gradient,
low-flow severe aortic stenosis with preserved left ventricular
ejection fraction: characteristics, outcome, and implications for
surgery. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2015;65:55–66.
38. Ozkan A. Low gradient Bsevere^ aortic stenosis with preserved
left ventricular function. Cardiovasc Diagn Ther. 2012;2(1):19–
27.
39. ClavelMA, Dumesnil JG, Capoulade R, et al. Outcome of patients
with aortic stenosis, small valve area and low-flow, low-gradient,
despite preserved left ventricular ejection fraction. J A Coll
Cardiol. 2012;60(14):1259–67.
40. Barasch E, Fan D, Chukwu EO, et al. Severe isolated aortic ste-
nosis with normal left ventricular systolic function and low
transvalvular gradients: pathophysiologic and prognostic insights.
J Heart Valve Dis. 2008;17:81–8.
41. Michelena HI, Margaryan E, Miller FA, et al. Inconsistent echo-
cardiographic grading of aortic stenosis: is the left ventricular out-
flow tract important? Heart. 2013;99:921–31.
42. Minners J, Allgeier M, Gohlke-Baerwolf C, et al. Inconsistencies
of echocardiographic criteria for the grading of aortic valve steno-
sis. Eur Heart J. 2008;29:1043–8.
43. Badiani S, Bhattacharyya S, Lloyd G. Role of echocardiography
before Transcatheter Aortic Valve Implantation (TAVI). Curr
Cardiol Rep. 2016;18(4):38. doi:10.1007/s11886-016-0715-z.
44.•• Lang RM, Badano LP, Mor-Avi V, et al. Recommendations for
cardiac chamber quantification by echocardiography in adults; an
update from the American Society of echocardiography and the
European association of cardiovascular imaging. J Am Soc
Echocardiogr. 2015;28:1–39. These are the updated American
and European recommendations for cardiac chamber
quantification.
45.•• Wharton G, Steeds R, Allen J, et al. A minimum dataset for a
standard adult transthoracic echocardiogram: a guideline protocol
from the British Society of Echocardiography. Echo Res Pract.
2015. doi:10.1530/ERP-14-0079. These are the updated
British recommendations for cardiac chamber quantification.
46. Thaden JJ, Nkomo VT, Lee KJ, et al. Doppler imaging in aortic
stenosis: the importance of the nonapical imaging windows to
determine severity in a contemporary cohort. JASE. 2015;28(7):
780–5.
47. Pibarot P, Clavel M. Left ventricular outflow tract geometry and
dynamics in aortic stenosis: implications for the echocardiograph-
ic assessment of aortic valve area. JASE. 2015;28(11):1267–9.
48. Poh KK, Levine RA, Solis J, et al. Assessing aortic valve area in
aortic stenosis by continuity equation: a novel approach using real
time three-dimensional echocardiography. Eur Heart J.
2008;29(20):2526–35.
49. Gaspar T, Adawi S, Sachner R, et al. Three-dimensional imaging
of the left ventricular outflow tract: impact on aortic valve area
estimation by the continuity equation. J AmSoc Echocardiograph.
2012;25:749–57.
50. Blais C, Pibarot P, Dumesnil JG, et al. Comparison of valve resis-
tance with effective orifice area regarding flow dependence. Am J
Cardiol. 2001;88(1):45–52.
51. Burwash IG, Hay KM, Chan KL. Hemodynamic stability of valve
area, valve resistance and stroke work loss in aortic stenosis: a
comparative analysis. J Am Soc Echocardiogr. 2002;15:814–22.
52. Gorlin R, Gorlin SG. Hydraulic formula for calculation of the area
of the stenotic mitral valve, other cardiac valves, and central cir-
culatory shunts. Am Heart J. 1951;41:1–29.
53. Tobin JR, Rahimtoola SH, Blundell PE, et al. Percentage of left
ventricular stroke work loss: a simple hemodynamic concept for
estimation of severity in valvular aortic stenosis. Circulation.
1967;35:868–79.
54. Sprigings DC, Chambers JB, Cochrane T, et al. Ventricular stroke
work loss: validation of a method of quantifying the severity of
aortic stenosis and derivation of an orifice formula. J Am Coll
Cardiol. 1990;16:1608–14.
55. Ford LE, Feldman T, Chiu YC, et al. Haemodynamic resistance as
a measure of functional impairment in aortic valvular stenosis.
Circ Res. 1990;66:1–7.
56. Richards KL. Assessment of aortic and pulmonic stenosis by
echocardiography. Circulat. 1991;84(suppl I):I-182-I-187.
57. Pibarot P, Garcia D, Dumesnil JG. Energy loss index in aortic
stenosis: from fluid mechanics concept to clinical application.
Circulation. 2013;127:1101–4.
58. Pibarot P, Dumesnil J. Assessment of aortic stenosis severity:
check the valve but don’t forget the arteries! Heart. 2007;93(7):
780–2.
59. Pibarot P, Dumesnil JG. Improving assessment of aortic stenosis. J
Am Coll Cardiol. 2012;60(3):169–80.
60. Briand M, Dumesnil JG, Kadem L, et al. Reduced systemic arte-
rial compliance impacts significantly on left ventricular afterload
and function in aortic stenosis: implications for diagnosis and
treatment. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2005;46:291–8.
61. Lancelloti P, Magne J. Valvuloarterial impedance in aortic steno-
sis: look at the load, but do not forget the flow. Eur J Echocardiogr.
2011;12:354–7.
62. Hachicha Z, Dumesnil JG, Pibarot P. Usefulness of the valvuloarterial
impedance to predict adverse outcome in asymptomatic aortic steno-
sis. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2009;54:1003–11.
63. Kowalski M, Herbots L, Weidemann F, et al. One-dimensional
ultrasonic strain and strain rate imaging: a new approach to the
quantitation of regional myocardial function in patients with aortic
stenosis. Ultrasound Med Biol. 2003;29:1085–92.
64. Marwick TH. Methods used for the assessment of LV systolic
function: common currency or tower of Babel? Heart. 2013;99:
1078–86.
65. Buckberg G, Hoffman JI, Mahajan A, et al. Cardiac mechanics
revisited: the relationship of cardiac architecture to ventricular
function. Circulation. 2008;118:2571–8.
66. Maciver DH, Townsend M. A novel mechanism of heart failure
with normal ejection fraction. Heart. 2008;94:446–9.
67. Galema TW, Yap SC, Geleijnse ML, et al. early detection of left
ventricular dysfunction by Doppler tissue imaging and N-terminal
pro-B-type natriuretic peptide in patients with symptomatic severe
aortic stenosis. J Am Soc Echocardiogr. 2008;21:257–61.
68. Kang DH, Park SJ, Rim JH, et al. Early surgery versus conven-
tional treatment in asymptomatic very severe aortic stenosis.
Circulation. 2010;121:1502–9.
69. Manovel A, Dawson D, Smith B, et al. Assessment of left ven-
tricular function by different speckle tracking software. Eur J
Echocardiogr. 2010;11:417–21.
70. Blessberger H, Binder T. Non-invasive imaging: two-dimensional
speckle tracking echocardiography: basic principles. Heart.
2010;96:716–22.
71. Lancellotti P, Donal E, Magne J, et al. Impact of global left ven-
tricular afterload on left ventricular function in asymptomatic se-
vere aortic stenosis: a two-dimensional speckle-tracking study.
Eur J Echocardiogr. 2010;11:537–43.
72. Monin JL, Quere JP, Monchi M. Low-gradient aortic stenosis;
operative risk stratification and predictors of long-term outcome:
80 Page 8 of 9 Curr Cardiol Rep (2016) 18: 80
a multicentre study using dobutamine stress haemodynamics.
Circulation. 2003;108:319–24.
73. Levy F, Laurent M, Monin JL. Aortic valve replacement for low-
flow/low gradient aortic stenosis; operative risk stratification and
long term outcome: a European multicentre study. J Am Coll
Cardiol. 2008;51:1466–72.
74. Blais C, Burwash IG,Mundigler G. Projected valve area at normal
flow rate improves the assessment of stenosis severity in patients
with low flow low gradient aortic stenosis: the multicenter TOPAS
(Truly or Pseudo Severe Aortic Stenosis) study. Circulation.
2006;113:711–21.
75. ClavelMA, Burwash IG,Mundigler G. Validation of conventional
and simplified methods to calculate projected valve area at normal
flow rate in patients with low flow, low gradient aortic stenosis:
the multicenter TOPAS (True or Pseudo Severe Aortic Stenosis)
study. J Am Soc Echocardiogr. 2010;23:380–6.
76. Das P, Rimington H, Chambers J. Exercise testing to stratify risk
in aortic stenosis. Eur Heart J. 2005;26:1309–13.
77. Mewton N, Liu CY, Croisille P, et al. Assessment of myocardial
fibrosis with cardiovascular magnetic resonance. J Am Coll
Cardiol. 2011;57:891–903.
78. Ambale-Venkatesh B, Lima JA. CardiacMRI: a central prognostic
tool in myocardial fibrosis. Nat Rev Cardiol. 2015;12(1):18–29.
79. Bull S, White SK, Piechnik SK, et al. Human non-contrast T1
values and correlation with histology in diffuse fibrosis. Heart.
2013;99:932–7.
80. Kim RJ, Wu E, Rafael A, et al. The use of contrast-enhanced
magnetic resonance imaging to identify reversible myocardial
dysfunction. N Engl J Med. 2000;343:1445–53.
81. Flett AS, Sado DM, Quarta G, et al. Diffuse myocardial fibrosis in
severe aortic stenosis: an equilibrium contrast cardiovascular mag-
netic resonance study. Eur Heart J Cardiovasc Imag. 2012;13:
819–26.
82. Debl K, Djavidani B, Buchner, et al. Delayed hyperenhancement
in magnetic resonance imaging of left ventricular hypertrophy
caused by aortic stenosis and hypertrophic cardiomyopathy: visu-
alization of focal fibrosis. Heart. 2006;92:1447–51.
83. Rudolph A, Abdel-Aty H, Bohl S, et al. Noninvasive detection of
fibrosis applying contrast-enhanced cardiacmagnetic resonance in
different forms of left ventricular hypertrophy relation to remod-
elling. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2009;53:284–91.
84. Dweck MR, Jodho S, Murigu T, et al. Midwall fibrosis is an
independent predictor of mortality in patients with aortic stenosis.
J Am Coll Cardiol. 2011;58:1271–9.
85. Hoffmann R, Alito E, Friedman Z, et al. Myocardial deformation
imaging by two-dimensional speckle-tracking echocardiography
in comparison to late gadolinium enhancement cardiac magnetic
resonance for analysis of myocardial fibrosis in severe aortic ste-
nosis. Am J Cardiol. 2014;114(7):1083–8.
86. Barone-Rochette GS, Pierard C, De Meester de Ravenstein S,
et al. Prognostic significance of LGE by CMR in aortic stenosis
patients undergoing valve replacement. J Am Coll Cardiol.
2014;64(2):144–54.
87. Lee SP, Park SJ, Kim YJ, et al. Early detection of subclinical
ventricular deterioration in aortic stenosis with cardiovascular
magnetic resonance and echocardiography. J Cardiovasc Magn
Reson. 2013;15(1):72.
88. Park J, Chang HJ, Choi JH, et al. Late gadolinium enhancement in
cardiac MRI in patients with severe aortic stenosis and preserved
left ventricular systolic function is related to attenuated improve-
ment of left ventricular geometry and filling pressure after aortic
valve replacement. Korean Circ J. 2014;44(5):312–9.
89. Azevedo CF, Nigri M, Higuchi ML, et al. Prognostic significance
of myocardial fibrosis quantification by histopathology and mag-
netic resonance imaging in patients with severe aortic valve dis-
ease. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2010;56:278–87.
90. Higgins DM, Moon JC. Review of T1 mapping methods: com-
parative effectiveness including reproducibility issues. Curr
Cardiovasc Imag Rep. 2014;7:1–10.
91. Chin CWL, Pawade TA, Newby DE, et al. Risk stratification in
patients with aortic stenosis using novel imaging approaches. Circ
Cardiovasc Imag. 2015;8(8) :e003421. doi :10 .1161
/CIRCIMAGING.115.003421.
92. Wong TC, Piehler K, Meier CG, et al. Association between extra-
cellular matrix expansion quantified by cardiovascular magnetic
resonance and short-term mortality. Circulat. 2012;126:1206–16.
5.
93. Wong TC, Piehler K, Kang IA, et al. Myocardial extracellular
volume fraction quantified by cardiovascular magnetic resonance
is increased in diabetes and associated with mortality and incident
heart failure admission. Eur Heart J. 2013;35(10):657–64.
94. Treibel T, Fontana M, Reant P, et al. T1 mapping in severe aortic
stenosis: insights into LV remodeling. J Cardiovasc Magn Reson.
2015;17. doi:10.1186/1532-429X-17-S1-089.
95. Haloui F, Saloun L, Maysou A, et al. Cardiac amyloidosis: an
unusual cause of low flow-low gradient aortic stenosis with pre-
served ejection fraction. Eur Heart J Cardiovasc Imag. 2016.
doi:10.1093/ehjci/jev342jev342.
96. Longhi S, Lorenzini C, Gagliardi A, et al. Coexistence of degen-
erative aortic stenosis and wild-type transthyretin-related cardiac
amyloidosis. JACC Cardiovasc Imaging. 2015. doi:10.1016/j.
jcmg.2015.04.012.
97. Nietlispach F, Webb JG, Cheung YA, et al. Pathology of Trans
catheter valve therapy. JACC Cardiovasc Interv. 2012;5(5):582–
90.
98. Leipsic J, Gurvitch R, LaBounty TM, et al. Multidetector comput-
ed tomography in transcatheter aortic valve implantation. J Am
Coll Cardiol Imag. 2011;4(4):416–29.
99. Raju P, Sallomi D, George B, et al. Aortic valve
calcification- a commonly observed but frequently ignored
finding during CT scanning of the chest. Int J Clin Pract.
2012;66(6):552–5.
100. Aksoy O, Cam A, Agarwal S, et al. Significance of aortic valve
calcification in patients with low-gradient low-flow aortic stenosis.
Clin Cardiol. 2014;37(1):26–31.
101. Thane JJ, Nkomo VT, Suri RM, et al. Sex related differences in
calcific aortic stenosis: correlating clinical and echocardiographic
characteristics and computed tomography aortic valve calcium
score to excised aortic valve weight. European Heart J.
2016;37(8):693–99.
102. Dweck MR, Jones C, Joshi NV, et al. Assessment of valvular
calcification and inflammation by positron emission tomog-
raphy in patients with aort ic stenosis. Circulat ion.
2012;125(1):76–86.
103. Treibel TA, Bandula S, Fontana M, et al. Extracellular volume
quantification by dynamic equilibrium cardiac computed tomog-
raphy in cardiac amyloidosis. J Cardiovasc Compu Tomogr.
2015;9(6):585–92.
Curr Cardiol Rep (2016) 18: 80 Page 9 of 9 80
